Models of youth turnout often neglect the importance of the household and local context. Drawing on theories of socialization, contextual effects, and voting as habit, we offer an account of why some young people vote and others do not. Using evidence based on electoral returns from the 2001 British General Election, we find that young people's participation is particularly sensitive to the presence of other voters in the household. Using survey data, we discount the possibility that the effect is simply attributable to varying levels of political interest and strength of partisan support between households.
W hile electoral turnout is in decline in most western democracies (Blais 2006; Franklin 2004) , it has been widely observed that the wane in electoral participation has been particularly acute among young voters (Blais 2000; Dalton 2008; Franklin 1996; Topf 1995; Wattenberg 2002) . Although between 2004 and 2008 turnout for electors aged 18-29 increased in the U.S. presidential elections, the rate of participation was still more than 10 percentage points lower than the overall voter eligible turnout rate. It has been argued that a major factor contributing to the overall decline in turnout is the replacement of cohorts of older voters, socialized in times of high turnout, with new cohorts who have a lower propensity to vote (Franklin 2004) . A crucial part of this argument is the role of habit. If voting is a habit, then the initial engagement of first-time voters in the electoral process will resonate throughout those voters' lives (Franklin 2004) . While older voters who have already acquired their habits may be resistant to ephemeral influences, first-time voters who have not yet acquired the habit of voting may be impressionable and therefore more sensitive to the prevailing electoral context. Another significant body of research has shown that both the household and the neighborhood are sources of contextual influences on voting Johnston et al. 2005; Zuckerman 2005) . Contextual voting theories hold that people follow similar patterns of political behavior when they live in close proximity, interact, share day-to-day experiences, and belong to the same social networks (Agnew 1987; Books and Prysby 1991; Cox 1969; Huckfeldt and Sprague 1995; Pattie and Johnston 2000) . While many such studies focus on neighborhood effects, other studies have shown that the most important context of all-where political discussions and decisions occur-is the household Johnston et al. 2005; Zuckerman 2005) .
In this article, we contend that at particular points in their life-cycle, electors may be more or less prone to these contextual influences on turnout. The household effect may be most pronounced where electors are living in a family group (e.g., with spouses, offspring, or parents). An important mechanism that lies behind this is the tendency of electors to vote together (the ''companion effect''). Moreover, we expect that firsttime voters-who have not yet acquired the habit of voting-will be the most susceptible to the influence of other household members, especially when they live in a family home.
Theories of voting often neglect the importance of the household, local, and political contexts which may be crucial in understanding whether first-time voters set off down the path of voting or of abstention. Adopting a contextual approach and expectations derived from theories of political socialization and voting as habit, we generate a number of hypotheses concerning the behavior of first-time voters. We employ evidence from a random sample of marked electoral registers at the 2001 British General Election to test these hypotheses on a cohort of young people that is eligible to vote for the first time in an election in 2001. 1 We find that young people's participation is affected by the presence (or absence) of other voters in the household to a greater degree than the electorate as a whole. Using survey data, we discount the possibility that this effect is solely attributable to characteristics of individuals and households, including educational attainment and varying levels of political interest, strength of partisan support, and political efficacy. We infer that the most plausible explanation of this is a ''companion effect'' whereby young people are especially influenced by whether there is another elector in the household with whom to visit the polling station. This inference is supported by new survey evidence concerning family/group voting.
Theory
Numerous theories for age and generational differentials have been put forward. For example, it has been argued that young voters are less engaged in politics in general because they are less integrated into society (Butler and Stokes 1974; Franklin 2004) and are less likely to have developed a strong party identification (Campbell et al. 1960) . As individuals grow older and their stake in society increases, they are more likely to perceive the importance of elections (Denver 2003) . Others have suggested that young voters are less informed about politics (Wattenberg 2002) and are therefore less likely to feel a sense of civic duty (Dalton 2008) . Franklin (2004) has argued that low turnout among young people is not a necessary feature of being young, but rather is contingent on the electoral context in which new voters are socialized. Building on this argument and the ''social logic of politics'' (Zuckerman 2005) , we seek to understand the pattern of electoral participation of young people by examining the social context of their first experience of voting.
Contextual Effects on Voting
It is recognized that voters make decisions in context, and individual decisions about participation and party choice cannot be wholly explained by individual attributes (Agnew 1987; Cox 1969; Gimpel, Dyck, and Shaw 2004) . The debate about the influence of geographical context on voting patterns has largely focused on neighborhood processes, emphasizing the effects of social networks and political discussion (Books and Prysby 1991) . However, other important studies have shown that party-based mobilization Pattie, Johnston, and Fieldhouse 1995; Rosenstone and Hansen 1993) and shared economic experiences are also important sources of ''neighborhood effects.'' According to the theories of political interaction, when individuals make electoral choices, they take into account the values, expectations, and preferences of others, including: family, friends, work colleagues, and neighbors (Berelson, Lazarsfeld, and McPhee 1954; Huckfeldt and Sprague 1995; Lazarsfeld, Berelson, and Gaudet 1948) . The role of social networks and interaction is encapsulated in the idea that ''people who talk together, vote together'' (Pattie and Johnston 2000) , especially people in the same kinship networks (Huckfeldt and Sprague 1995) . For example, the frequency of political discussion with a spouse has a positive effect on voter turnout (Zuckerman, Dasovic, and Fitzgerald 2007) .
A number of studies have drawn attention to the household as the main locale where political discussions and decisions occur (Zuckerman 2005) . Evidence suggests a powerful correlation between party choice and turnout of one member of a household and that of the others Glaser 1960; Johnston et al. 2005; Straits 1990) . A recent ''get-out-the-vote'' study found that 60% of the propensity to vote is passed on to other members of the household (Nickerson 2008) . Other studies have found that some household relationships are more important than others. In particular, there is a strong link between the political proclivities of husbands and wives (Stoker and Jennings, 2005) and parents and children (Verba, Schlozman, and Burns 2005) .
There is good reason to suppose that household effects may be important for young people, particularly insofar as the household is very often coterminous with the family. According to theories of political socialization that dominated political science between the 1950s and 1970s, political values and identities that underpin participation are acquired at an early age and remain fairly stable throughout the life course 1 When an individual votes at an election, the electoral register is manually marked to indicate that an individual elector has voted. The data used in the analysis was collected with the support of the Joseph Rowntree Foundation and will be available for replication at http://www.humanities.manchester.ac.uk/socialchange/data by 1/4/2012. An online appendix for this article is available at http:// journals.cambridge.org/jop containing supplemental analyses. (Jennings and Niemi 1968; Jennings, Stoker, and Bowers 2009; Sapiro 2004) . Socialization provides a lens through which social patterns that correspond to one's position in society are learned (Hyman 1959) . Key socialization agents include most notably the family, but also schools and neighborhoods (Jennings and Niemi 1981) . The importance of social group membership is reinforced by early socialization experiences that foster the development of partisan attachments or party identifications associated with social class memberships (Campbell et al. 1960) . In turn, these influence the propensity to vote, as well as party choice.
Voting as Habit
The idea that voting is a habit is well established (Franklin 2004; Plutzer 2002; Verba and Nie 1972) . Green and Shachar define habit as an act whose engagement in it ''makes it more likely that one will engage in the same activity in the future' ' (2000, 562) . This implies that going to the polls in one election will lead to a greater likelihood of returning to the polls in a subsequent election (Gerber, Green, and Shachar 2003) , which will in turn lead to inertia (Cutts, Fieldhouse, and John 2009; Plutzer 2002) . Habit is not only the repetition of the act itself, but also the specificity of the (stable) context in which it takes place. With regard to voting, this implies that repetition in voting behavior as well as context stability is important in understanding habitual voting (Aldrich et al. 2010) .
Empirical evidence, though relatively sparse, is generally supportive of the notion (Cutts, Fieldhouse, and John 2009; Fowler 2006; Green and Shachar 2000; Gerber, Green, and Shachar 2003; Plutzer 2002) , though behavioral models of turnout question whether habit exists at all (Bendor, Diermeier, and Ting 2003) . There are a number of plausible mechanisms underpinning the habit of voting. One is that voting is self-reinforcing. The more often people vote, the more likely they regard this as normal behavior. The act of voting gives expression to an underlying preference for civic engagement, and these beliefs are periodically renewed each time an election takes place, reinforced by a process of selective perception. Studies of ''foot-in-the-door'' techniques seem to reinforce the idea that current participation makes future participation more likely (Freedman and Fraser 1966) .
A different but complementary perspective is that voting on one occasion reduces the future cost of voting because voters accumulate knowledge (such as the location of the polling booth or the priorities of candidates), which they retain for use in subsequent elections (Plutzer 2002) . There is still considerable room for doubt about the causal process driving the habit effect. In some cases the observed effect may result from capturing other processes that could not be construed as habit (such as attribute persistence). One approach to overcome this has been to deploy experimental designs. Two experimental studies from different electoral contexts demonstrate that after allowing for unobserved factors that might affect the propensity to vote, voting in one election increases the probability of voting in the next by as much as 50% (Cutts, Fieldhouse, and John 2009; Gerber, Green, and Shachar 2003) . Another approach is to use panel data. Using the 1958 National Child Development Study, Denny and Doyle (2009) estimate the marginal effect of turning out at the previous election to be between 13% and 25%. While more evidence is needed to establish the role of habit in voting, we do not aim to address that question here. Rather the theory and evidence discussed leads us to expect that first-time voters may respond to contextual stimuli differently from older electors.
Bringing Together Context, Habit and
First-Time Voting
We have briefly described how voting is affected by context and habit. These processes are interrelated: which habits are acquired is dependent on context, and habit takes time to become established. Moreover, some agents of socialization are more influential than others, and exposure to these agents varies over the life course. Combining these ideas, we expect that household and neighborhood context may be especially important in shaping the electoral participation of young people. In other words, if the household is an important context for voters in general, it is likely to be especially important for first-time voters who are still learning their political and civic values and norms from their parents (Gimpel, Lay, and Schuknecht 2003; Niemi and Hepburn 1995) . Equally, if young people are socialized in local networks where voting is standard, then they may take their cues from these neighborhood norms. We therefore might expect that young people living in households or in geographical locations that have higher rates of turnout will themselves be more likely to vote. However, household and spatial clustering of attitudes and behaviors are not necessarily attributable to contextual effects. There are a number of potential sources of household or neighborhood clustering derived from different theories of voting, including socioeconomic status, mobilization, and socialization. These arise because people who live in close proximity (or in the same household) tend to be more alike; they tend to be exposed to common experiences; and they are more likely to interact with each other. The most important of these mechanisms are likely to include shared socioeconomic and demographic characteristics; shared values and attitudes (through network effects or socialization effects); shared exposure to mobilization (e.g., by parties or neighbors); shared socioeconomic experience (e.g., local/household economic performance); common political contexts (e.g., candidate effects); and common genetic markers (at the family level). At the level of the household, clustering may indicate that the decision to vote is a collective one and influenced by people having somebody to accompany them to the polling station ). This is likely to be especially important for someone who is too young to have voted previously. Moreover, if voting is a habit, then while older people are set in their ways (as voters or abstainers), first-time electors are more open to influence from other people, either in their home or in their neighborhood. Previous research suggests young voters are relatively more likely to vote in a local election if they are personally contacted during a campaign (Green, Gerber, and Nickerson 2003) and more sensitive to the national electoral context (Fieldhouse, Tranmer, and Russell 2007) . This is not to say that they are more informed about politics, which evidence suggests they are not (e.g., Wattenberg 2002), but rather that their participation is highly conditional.
By bringing together theories of context, habit, and socialization, we propose a number of hypotheses concerning the role of household and local context on the behavior of first-time electors. The hypotheses are: 
Data
Self-reporting of turnout is often unreliable due to over reporting of voting, and in the United Kingdom age is not recorded on the electoral register. However, we have one source of reliable data. ''Attainers'' are newly registered first-time electors (hereafter NRFTE) who come of age during the year of the election. Those who have reached the age of electoral majority in the past year are recorded on the official electoral register, making this a source of reliable information about first-time eligible voters.
Our main dataset consists of complete sets of marked electoral registers from a random stratified random sample of 57 electoral wards at the 2001 General Election.
2 The sample contains wards from England and Wales and excludes postal voters, since for any given recipient of a postal vote, we do not know whether the vote was cast or not (Fieldhouse and Cutts 2007) . The data file contains records for 1,239 NRFTE. A further 1,239 other voters were randomly selected from the same 57 wards as a comparator group. The sample of non-NRFTEs was stratified so it was structurally identical to the sample of NRFTEs in respect to representation by ward and household composition. The stratification ensures that the sample of NRFTEs and other electors are as similar as possible, both socioeconomically and demographically. The dataset used in the analysis therefore contained a sample of 2,478 electors nested in 57 wards. In addition, because this sample is derived from a larger database containing all electors in the sampled areas, we were able to derive summary information about other electors in each household and ward. We are therefore able to calculate the number of other voters and nonvoters in the household and ward of each member of the sample.
In addition to the sample of marked electoral registers, we use the British Household Panel Survey (BHPS) 3 to introduce factors not observed in the electoral registers. Here we use Wave 11 of the BHPS as it coincides with the 2001 General Election. The survey includes not only reported voting data for 2 A ward is primarily an electoral division that forms the unit of representation in local government. Electoral wards typically have between 2,000 and 10,000 electors (average 5500).
households, but other important respondent characteristics. These data permit us to test whether any observed contextual effects are attributable to clustering in other characteristics, such as political interest or partisanship.
Results
Using the marked electoral registers described, we examined the rates of turnout of NRFTEs. In keeping with previous evidence and Hypothesis 1, we find that the overall turnout rate for NRFTEs (50.0%) was lower than for other electors (54.9%). Turning to the more specific question as to whether they are more sensitive to household context, Figure 1 shows the level of turnout for NRFTEs and non-NRFTEs according to the number of other voters in the household. The chart shows that for both groups, living with at least one other voter makes a huge difference to the propensity to vote. Having just one other voter in the household increases the chance of an NRFTE voting from 12.8% to 54.8% (or by a factor of 4.3). For other electors the equivalent factor is 2.8, but starting from a higher level. The difference in ratios is larger if we compare the ''household with no other voters'' category with those containing two or three voters. In the latter categories, NRFTEs and other electors have an almost identical turnout rate of approximately 70%. Overall, a young first-time elector living in a house where another adult goes out to vote is over five times more likely to vote than a counterpart in a household where nobody else votes (compared to less than three times for older electors). These substantial differences may go a long way in explaining the electoral participation rate of young people. This clearly supports Hypothesis 2, though we still need to allow for other factors which may account for the differentials.
Turning to neighborhood context, following contextual theories of voting, there are two main ways in which the general level of electoral engagement may be connected with NRFTE turnout. First, if political talk is important, we might expect the presence of other voters in the immediate neighborhood to influence the behavior of individual NRFTEs. In this respect the local level of turnout represents a proxy for electorally engaged social networks outside of the household. Second, the local level of voting will reflect other influences on voting that vary from place to place. These might include the competitiveness of the local political contest, the strength of local party campaigns, or local economic conditions. Although we measure some of these things directly, the local level of turnout provides an excellent proxy for these factors. By using a local unit of geography which has political relevance-the electoral ward-we ensure that political factors such as marginality will be constant within our geographical units. Figure 2 shows the relationship between overall ward-level turnout and the turnout of NRFTEs. The correlation is fairly weak (R 2 50.27), but we see that as overall turnout increases, NRFTE turnout increases more rapidly. This is reflected in the steeper gradient of the best fit (thick) line compared to a 1:1 gradient or proportional line (dashed). Figure 2 also tells us that high overall ward turnout is a necessary but insufficient condition for NRFTEs' turnout. This is Another way of testing the idea that first-time electors are especially sensitive to local context and prevailing electoral conditions is to examine the relationship between NRFTE turnout and specific indicators of political context. Fortunately we have some such indicators available, including the level of campaign spending and the marginality (or competitiveness) of the local constituency. The relationship between NRFTE turnout and spending is relatively weak (10.07). The relationship with marginality is shown in Table 1 . The turnout of both NRFTEs and other voters is only weakly related to the competitiveness of the parliamentary seat across most of the distribution, but NRFTE turnout drops quite sharply in very safe seats. Thus, there is evidence, albeit rather limited, to support the hypothesis that turnout for NRFTEs is influenced by local context (H4) and that this effect is greater for first-time voters than the rest of the electorate (H5).
Multivariate Models
The preceding section has provided some evidence in favor of each of our hypotheses. In particular, first-time electors are sensitive to household and local context and arguably more so than other voters. However, these relationships may be the result of household or neighborhood clustering of attributes correlated with turnout. For example, the propensity of voters to live with (or nearby) other voters may reflect the fact that people living together (or close to each other) are more likely to share demographic or socioeconomic attributes or political values. Although the data from the marked electoral registers contains only limited information at the individual level, we have developed a dual strategy to deal with this. Later we introduce survey data to try to control for the widest possible array of sources of household and neighborhood clustering. First, however, we attach small-area census data to individual electors in our sample of registered electors using simple geographical matching of postcodes (similar to zip codes). These are based on the smallest geographical units from the 2001 Census of Population, which are designed to be socially homogeneous and are therefore fairly good proxies for individual-level socioeconomic characteristics.
4 Three factors-Working class, Affluence, and Retirement-were extracted using principal components analysis from nine census variables. 5 We derived individual-level information about ethnic group 6 and household size. This was used in multivariate models of voter turnout that compared the NRFTEs in the sample with an equivalent sized subsample of other electors. To test Hypotheses 1 through 3, the models also included NRFTE status, the presence of other voters in the household, and their interaction (to see if NRFTEs are more or less sensitive to household context than the control group). To test Hypotheses 4 and 5, we also added the political context (measured by the overall local turnout rate) and the interaction with NRFTE status.
The sample design suggests that a hierarchical modeling approach is necessary. Hierarchical modeling provides a framework for exploring how relationships vary across hierarchical structures, whether these are natural or introduced in the sample design. Because we are interested in measuring the effect of the presence of another voter in the household and how this varies by age, we specify the presence of another household voter as a fixed effect at the individual level, which is measured in interaction with age. As the sample is not clustered by household and contains only summary information about other electors at each address, household does not represent a level in the model. The modeling strategy is described in detail in the online appendix. Table 2 shows the results of a series of two-level MCMC models of turnout. Model 1 represents a null The socioeconomic and demographic data is attached at the census Output Area, which consists of approximately 200 households.
Multivariate Results
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The nine census variables included in the factor analysis are: % Long-term Ill, % Unemployment, % Owner Occupation, % Manufacturing, % Agriculture, % Degree, % Pensioners, % Higher and Professional class, and % Semiskilled and unskilled. 6 This is derived using name recognition software. For an indepth discussion of the methodology, see Cutts, Fieldhouse, and John (2007) .
model that demonstrates significant between-ward variation in turnout. Using the latent variable approach (Goldstein and Rasbash 1996) , the intraclass ward correlation is estimated to be 0.080/ (0.08013.29), which suggests that only 2.4% of the variation is at the ward level. Model 2 introduces the three key variables for testing Hypotheses 1-3. The statistically significant NRFTE ''dummy'' variable indicates that newly registered first-time electors not living with other voters are less likely to vote than their older counterparts (supporting H1). We see a strong positive coefficient for the presence of other voters in the household (supporting H2). Those living with others who voted are significantly more likely to vote than those who do not live with another voter. Most importantly, however, we see a significant positive interaction effect, reaffirming that NRFTEs are more sensitive to the presence of other voters in the household than the electorate more generally. That is, the presence of other voters offsets some of the baseline difference between NRFTEs and older voters. This is very likely because they have not yet acquired the habit of voting and are still developing their political behavior, making them more sensitive to the attitudes and behavior of others around them, especially their parents. The predicted turnout rate for a first-time elector living with another voter is 65%, compared to 13% for those living with no other voters. Models 3 and 4 look at the impact of local context. Unsurprisingly, while individual probabilities of turnout increase as ward-level turnout increases for all electors (H4), we find no significant interaction between NRFTE status and ward turnout, leading us to reject Hypothesis 5. In other words, NRFTEs are not any more sensitive to the local context than other electors. This is also indicated by the goodness-of-fit statistics. The introduction of overall ward turnout led to a modest decrease in the DIC value from the null model, while the inclusion of the ward by NRFTE interaction did not improve the model fit. By contrast, the interaction of the NRFTE variable, the ''household-other-voter,'' and interaction between the two, all led to a large and statistically significant reduction in the DIC value from Model 1 to Model 2 (Burnham and Anderson 2002) . A dummy variable for very safe seats and its interaction with NRFTE status was also tested, but neither the main effect nor the interaction was significant.
Although the neighborhood contextual effects is not accentuated for first-time voters, it could be that that the (main) effect of neighborhood influences is being transmitted by more experienced voters in the household to the young voters. This would help explain why young voters who are less informed about elections might be more sensitive to electoral context (e.g., Fieldhouse, Tranmer, and Russell 2007) . In order to test whether the effect of ward context is mediated by the presence of mobilizing agents in the household, we fitted the equivalent of model 4 on the sample of NRFTE only. This allows us to test whether, for NRFTE, the significant neighborhood effect found in Model 4 is conditional on the presence of these mobilizing agents. We again found strong effects for the presence of other voters in the household, but found no significant interaction with ward context (see online appendix Table A1 ). In other words, household effects are operating independently from neighborhood effects and are not transmitting those effects.
In Table 3 (model 4) we introduce the sociodemographic, household, and local covariates as described above in order to test whether the observed results are simply a reflection of other factors. We find that the additional covariates introduced are all significant and in the direction anticipated: people in larger households (defined as those containing more than three electors) are less likely to vote (Johnston et al. 2005) , while South Asian electors are more likely to vote (Fieldhouse and Cutts 2008) . People from workingclass backgrounds are less likely to vote than their middle-class counterparts, and those from richer neighborhoods and from retirement communities are more likely to vote. Having controlled for these socioeconomic and household effects, there is no longer any significant relationship between voting and ward context. This suggests we can reject both Hypothesis 4 and Hypothesis 5. That is, after controlling for household and neighborhood composition, there are no significant neighborhood effects on turnout for first-time voters.
When we look to the household context, however, the picture is rather different. Overall first-time electors are less likely to turn out than their older counterparts, as previously indicated. Furthermore, people living in households with other voters are significantly more likely to vote than those who do not. What is crucial, however, is the significant positive interaction term: having controlled for various other factors, first-time electors are even more sensitive to the presence (or lack) of other voters in the household, providing further strong support for Hypothesis 3. Estimating the predicted probabilities from this model, we find that a first-time elector in the reference category and in an average turnout area who lives with another voter has an 83% chance of voting compared to only 27% for one who does not. In other words, the household effect is not a reflection of more ''well-todo'' electors being more likely to live in households where other voters live, but is independent of socioeconomic characteristics or household size.
A final and stricter test is whether these findings persist after taking into account political interest, partisanship, and a range of other correlates of turnout that may be clustered within households. In other words, could these findings simply reflect the possibility that-for a variety of reasons relating to the intergenerational transmission of political attitudes and orientations through socialization (Gimpel, Lay, and Schuknecht 2003) -people with similar levels of attachment to political parties and levels of interest in politics 7 are more likely to live together? This is a much stricter test of our Hypothesis 5, which allows us to isolate that part of the effect that is attributable to shared values and characteristics. We suggest that the residual NRFTE/ household-voter interaction effect may be due to the impact of the availability of a companion to accompany the young person to the polling booth. In other words people living together don't just think alike, they vote together. To explore this, we turn to data from the British Household Panel Study (2001), which is contemporaneous with our other data and includes relevant attitudinal information.
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The BHPS includes 169 respondents who were aged 18 years old at the time of the election and are We also included attitudinal questions regarding efficacyincluding ''Ordinary people can't influence government'' and whether individuals felt that ''Government reflects the will of the people''-and relevant household characteristics including education of head of household (see Table 4 ).
The BHPS does not contain the voting companion question. We have circumstantial evidence for this explanation provided by the unexplained household effects and the supplementary evidence from the Canadian and Italian election studies.
therefore equivalent to the group of NRFTEs derived from the marked electoral register. 9 These were all included in our subsample together with all voters aged 19-22. As previously, we match this sample of young voters with a random sample of other voters, proportionate in terms of household composition, and from the same geographical locations. 10 Age is divided into a series of categories because of the nonlinear relationship with vote. In order to observe whether the impact of living with other voters tails off quickly as young people establish the habit of voting (or abstention), we retain more detailed categories for the younger respondents (made possible by the oversampling of young respondents). The reference category is those aged 26-30, adults relatively close in age to the NRFTEs, but who have had sufficient time to establish a habit of voting. The presence of another voter in the household is measured at the individual level and interacted with age to show how the strength of the effect varies over the life course. Whether the household is made up of a single elector, a family group, or a nonfamily group is also included. We do not know the neighborhood location in the BHPS, though given that we have already rejected Hypothesis 4 and Hypothesis 5, this does not present a serious problem. Table 4 shows the results of a logistic regression analysis of turnout.
The first model shows the impact of age, the presence of other voters in the household, and the interaction effects. The model confirms what our analysis of the electoral registers told us-that firsttime electors were especially sensitive to the presence of other voters in the household as demonstrated by the significant positive interaction effect. This effect drops immediately as the electors reach the age of 19 (but remains statistically significant) and then falls to insignificance at the age of 21. A significant interaction reemerges at the age of 31, presumably reflecting the establishment of longer-term stable family relationships that are also politically influential. At all ages, the interaction effect remains positive (compared to the reference category 26-30), but smaller than that at age 18.
The different trajectories of voting probability for those living with other voters (and those not) is illustrated in Figure 3 , which shows the predicted probability of voting by age from model 1. As expected, the dashed line (representing electors living with no other participating voters) is lower than the solid line (representing those who live with other voters). Both lines slope upwards with age, as the probability of voting increases as one gets older (as seen from the main effects in model 1). The gap between the two lines narrows abruptly after age 18 and continues to narrow more slowly with age. This indicates that the relative effect of living with another voter diminishes over the early part of the life course and that the impact of living with other voters is stronger for first-time electors than for those who have enjoyed previous opportunities to vote.
This does not provide a direct test of the effect of habit. Rather, there are two plausible interpretations of this pattern. First, consistent with the ''habit'' interpretation, it may be that as the effect of habit kicks in, the influence of other voters diminishes. By definition the NRFTE category has had no previous opportunity to vote. Each subsequent older category has had (increasing) numbers of opportunities to vote at local elections. Thus the decline in the companion effect may reflect a hardening of voting habits over time. The second interpretation is that these represent life-cycle variations in the size of the household contextual effect that reflect changes in family structure and household relationships. According to this interpretation, the drop in the size of the interaction after the age of 18 and the subsequent increase after the age of 31 reflects the tendency of young people to move away from their parents and live with people with whom they share weaker ties. As they reach their 30s and form families of their own, the importance of household influence starts to increase again. This is tested further below, but whether one or both of these interpretations is correct, the enhanced life-cycle effect for new electors is consistent with our hypothesis (H3) and with the analysis of electoral registers above.
In model 2, we add a number of control variables that are significantly related to turnout, and, by virtue of being clustered within households, may account for the impact of living with other voters. These include political interest, strength of partisan identification, various indicators of efficacy and trust, marital status, education of household head, and household size. We also control for whether or not other electors in the household are from the same family as the respondent. Should the inclusion of these variables remove the ''household-other-voter'' and interaction effect, then we could surmise that the connection between the voting behavior of young people and living with another voter is attributable to the tendency for household members to share particular political or demographic characteristics. However, we see in model 2 that this is not the case. The impact of the ''householdother-voter'' variable is still significant and positive.
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Moreover, its interaction with NRFTE status is also significant and in the direction hypothesized. With the exception of the oldest age group, after age 18 none of the interactions are significant, and the gap in Figure 2 remains fairly constant. In other words, living with another voter has a strong impact on the tendency to vote, and this is especially true of first-time electors, confirming Hypotheses 2 and 3. In order to test whether household contextual effects are more pronounced where household members belong to the same family, we add an interaction between household-other-voter and a family-group indicator (model 3). 12 As noted above, it is possible that the pattern of effects shown in Figure 3 reflects life-cycle differences in household relationships. The enhanced effects for first-time voters may come about because they are more likely to live with immediate family members (which may also be true for those over 30 for whom we also find significant interaction effects). This is partly born out in model 3, which shows that household contextual effects are indeed stronger for family groups than nonfamily groups (as measured by the interaction term). Parents may simply be more effective at persuading their offspring to vote than spouses or roommates.
To test whether the enhanced contextual effect for new voters (NRFTEs) reflects this family effect, we stratified model 3 by age (see online Appendix 2, Table A2 ). The models showed that the positive effect of household context was only present for new voters if they lived in a family group (i.e., the main effect for living with another voter was not significant, but the interaction with living with family was significant and positive). Older voters were more likely to vote if they lived with other voters, regardless of whether they lived with family. However, other voters under 30 also saw an additional boost to turnout if household members belonged to the same family (the main effects and interaction were significant).
Thus we find that while controlling for a wide range of social and attitudinal variables including partisanship does not completely rule out unobserved causes of household clustering in voting, it does strongly suggest that contextual exposure to other voters has an important role. This is largely due to stronger household effects where household members belong to the same family.
Conclusions
Existing theories and empirical evidence concerning political participation and voting have taught us the importance of three interconnected phenomena. First, as the many studies of political socialization have shown over the years, participation is in part learned at an early age, through the family, through schools, and through local neighborhood experiences FIGURE 3 Predicted Probability of Voting (BHPS, model 1) 11 The coefficient for single elector is positive, but this is always offset by the lack of other household voters. 12 We remove the age interaction here to aid interpretability. In order to test the possible three-way interaction, we modeled firsttime voters, other voters under 30 and voters over 30 separately. (Hyman 1959; Jennings and Niemi 1981) . Second, the voting decision is made not in isolation, but by individuals in the social context of the household (Zuckerman 2005) and in the neighborhood (Cox 1969) . Third, the act of voting is habit forming. Once an elector has voted once, he or she is more likely to vote on a subsequent occasion (Green and Shachar 2000) . In this article, we have demonstrated how by integrating these theories of voting we are able to provide a powerful account of first-time voting. We have found evidence to accept the hypotheses that first-time electors are less likely to vote (H1); that all electors are considerably more likely to vote if they live with other voters (H2); and that the effect of living with other voters is stronger for first-time electors than for other electors (H3). By contrast we find little evidence that turnout of first-time electors is influenced by neighborhood electoral context any more than anyone else (H4, H5).
This null finding concerning neighborhood context leaves open the puzzle that emerges from previous research. Why are young voters, who are less informed about elections and less likely to be knowledgeable about the political context, more influenced by contextual effects (e.g., Fieldhouse, Tranmer, and Russell 2007) ? Despite the null finding, our results relating to household context offer an answer to this: young people are more easily influenced by other mobilizing agents, which in turn may explain why they are often more sensitive to contextual effects. We argue that because young people have not yet formed the habit of voting or abstention, they are potentially more easily mobilized (or demobilized). Moreover, at the age of 18 many first-time voters live with arguably the most important socialization agents-their parents-and we show that the decision of young first-time electors to vote is highly dependent on the participation of others in their family. This effect can be either positive or negative insofar as the absence of mobilizing agents for young people produces lower turnout, just as their presence enhances turnout for the same group. Young firsttime electors living with other voters were found to be as much as three to four times more likely to vote than similar young electors living with nonvoters, and these differences survived controls for a variety of sociodemographic and even attitudinal factors, including political interest.
Nevertheless, there are limitations to the analysis and room for further research. Ideally we would have information within a single dataset about each and every voter in every household in a large number of neighborhoods, including with whom they went to vote and their social political and economic characteristics. Unfortunately, at present, such data do not exist, so we must piece together the evidence and use a certain amount of conjecture to draw these conclusions. It is not possible from the analyses conducted above to ascertain whether the sensitivity of young people to household contextual effects is attributable to differential sensitivity to context (and lack of habit) or to life-cycle variations in the identity of socializing agents. However, we did ascertain that household contextual effects were greater for family groups, especially for first-time voters.
Given that this effect does not appear to be directly attributable to household composition or a wide range of political attitudes and socioeconomic characteristics, we suggest that it is likely to be at least partly a reflection of the social aspects of voting, what we have referred to as the ''companion effect.'' This assertion is supported indirectly by independent survey evidence from Canada and from Italy. In Italy in 1996 approximately two-thirds of voters attended the polling with somebody else, with parents being the most common category for voters aged 20 or under. In 2011 in Canada and Italy, over half of voters who voted in person were accompanied to the polling station. 13 The vast majority of these (over 90% in both countries) were family members living at the same address. As Glaser noted 40 years ago, ''turnout tends to be a joint household activity' ' (1960, 569) . Whether or not our findings can be accounted for by the companion effect, the scale of the household effect suggests that studies of youth voting must in future pay greater attention to household processes and to understanding the social logic of youth turnout.
